
VILLAGE OF MONROE PLANNING BOARD 
WORKSHOP MEETING 

OCTOBER 14, 2020 
MINUTES 

 
PRESENT:  Chairman Boucher, Members Parise, DeAngelis, Karlich, Allen, 
Hafenecker, Engineer O’Rourke, Attorney Cassidy, Building Inspector Cocks, Planner 
Fink 
 
Chairman Boucher opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m. with the Pledge of Allegiance to the 
flag.  Chairman Boucher stated that in conformance with the Executive Order 202.10 
from the Governor we are permitted to hold virtual meetings. 
 
1. 236 High St – Site Plan & Special Use Permit (206-5-4.12) Adult Care Facility 
 Present:  Joseph Haspell, Esq.; Tim Mitts, Applicant 
 
Chairman Boucher reminded the applicant that an outstanding balance needs to be paid 
before the application can move forward.  Mr. Mitts agreed to make payment on the bill. 
Chairman Boucher noted that no signed, sealed plans have been received.  Attorney 
Haspell stated the applicant is willing to provide signed, sealed plans once comments 
are received from the board.  Engineer O’Rourke noted that the additional landscaping 
screening was added to the plans and he has no other engineering comments.  Member 
DeAngelis asked what the use was going to be because discussion was held about an 
additional use of religious assembly and didn’t feel the site should have more than one 
use.  Attorney Haspell stated the site would not have religious assembly as a use for the 
site.  Attorney Cassidy added that the application and special use permit will only be for 
an adult care facility.  Any additional uses beyond adult care facility will require 
additional approvals.  Attorney Cassidy stated this was discussed at length with 
Attorney Haspell.  Attorney Cassidy added that in finalizing the special permit language 
the owner/operator name needs to be provided and confirmation that the occupancy is 
limited to 13 residents.  Mr. Mitts stated the owner/operator is Rest Haven, Inc.  Member 
DeAngelis stated she would like to have the draft special use permit for review prior to 
the Monday meeting.  Member Hafenecker added that he too was concerned about the 
possibility of multiple uses and his concern is for the residents.  This will be their home 
and they should not have to be worried or uncomfortable with other random uses being 
held.  In addition with Covid active it creates a concern for the residents safety.  
Member Parise asked if exterior lighting details have been added to the plan, if details 
on the exterior ramp have been added and to make sure the correct current owner 
information is documented properly.  Engineer O’Rourke stated a note about building 
mounted lights is on the plan.  Member Parise felt that specific details on the lighting 



should be noted on the plans as well as when the outdoor lighting will be on and off.  
Hours of operation of the facility with respect to events, activities, and employees should 
also be on the plan.  Also no clothing drop bins and outdoor storage of merchandise is 
prohibited.  Chairman Boucher said these could be part of the special use permit.  
Member Parise stated these items should be on the plans too.  Member Parise noted 
that although the screening from the neighbor is shown on the plan, this was never 
discussed by the board.  Chairman Boucher stated is he satisfied with the screening.  
Mr. Mitts stated they aren’t adding trees, they are moving trees from the side yard along 
the fence to the rear yard to screen from the neighbor.  Member DeAngelis felt that if 
he’s moving trees then he should replace the ones he is moving.  Mr. Mitts didn’t want 
to replace any trees because he has a fence.  Engineer O’Rourke stated the tree 
relocation information needs to be noted on the plan.  Architect Niemotko stated he will 
add notes for outdoor storage, clothing drop bins and trees will be added.  Member 
Parise asked why a boat was being stored on the property.  Mr. Mitts said he would be 
removing the boat.  Architect Niemotko stated he will provide updated plans prior to the 
meeting. 
 
2. 85 Gilbert St. – 2 Lot Subdivision & Site Plan – (203-6-39) 
 Present:  Joel Mann, Brach & Mann; Caleb Pawelski, Pietrzak & Pfau 
 
Engineer O’Rourke reviewed this is a 2 lot subdivision which borders the Smith Farm 
subdivision which is currently under construction.  Attorney Cassidy should confirm 
acceptance of the proposed utility easement which covers installation and maintenance 
of stormwater catch basins, piping and roof drain connections.  Building Inspector 
Cocks should review the setbacks for the decks which appear to be encroaching into 
the required rear yard.  The landscaping plan should note continued maintenance of 
landscaping in perpetuity.  As grading is proposed across lots, a grading easement 
should be provided.  Proposed drainage from Lot 1 should be extended down slope to 
avoid continued erosion and drainage easement from Lot 2 should be provided to allow 
and maintain this drainage pattern.  A copy of the driveway easement over Smith Farm 
Road should be provided for review.  The trash enclosure should be shown on the 
plans.  Curb detail should be provided and catch basin detail should be provided on the 
plans.  The plan shows 2 water service connections for each home.  This should be 
reviewed by the Village Water Superintendent.  In addition the Village Water 
Superintendent should be consulted regarding water service abandonment and whether 
he will allow it to be disconnected at a ROW line or if it should be shut down at the main.  
A revised short EAF has been submitted and found acceptable. Building Inspector 
Cocks noted that the decks are projecting between six and ten feet into the required 
rear setback and should be adjusted to meet Village Zoning code.  Mr. Mann 
understood and stated he could make the decks smaller for both lots, and also move 
the house slightly on Lot 1 to address this.  Attorney Cassidy added an easement for 



maintenance and grading should be done.  Member Parise asked if a landscaping plan 
in accordance with the style the board requires will be submitted.  Mr. Mann will prepare 
a more detailed landscaping plan.  Member Parise asked if the site distance on the rear 
lot will be ok due to its location in the curve of Smith Farm Road.  Engineer O’Rourke 
stated there was no concern with site distance.  Building Inspector Cocks noted that 
trash enclosure was on the plan and there are restrictions as to what can be built in the 
front yard.  Details should be provided.  Mr. Mann felt just a concrete pad would be 
installed but he would provide details. Member Karlich asked if the square footage of 
the homes would be noted on the plans.  Mr. Mann stated the layout was still being 
worked on but would include that information.  Member Parise asked about renderings 
of the houses including types of materials to be used.  Mr. Mann will provide this 
information.  Attorney Cassidy stated a 239 referral would be required due to proximity 
to the Town of Monroe. 
 
3. 43 Freeland St. – Amended Site Plan/Accessory Apartment – (214-1-62) 
 Present:  Joel Mann, Brach & Mann  
 
Engineer O’Rourke stated the plans before the board now are for an accessory 
apartment to be constructed on a single family dwelling.  This site also contains an 
approved site plan for a place of worship which was approved in October 2019.  The 
floor plans provided show the accessory apartment to include 728 sf of finished space 
and 517 sf of unfinished basement space.  The zoning codes require accessory 
apartments to contain between 600 and 1,000 sf of habitable floor area.  The size of the 
accessory apartment conforms to zoning as long as the 517 sf of basement area 
remains unfinished.  This should be noted in approvals.  Note #7 on the plan provides 
only the footprint of the accessory apartment.  This note should be revised to 728 sf to 
confirm the apartment is consistent with zoning.  The board should review the 
architectural aspects.  The site is located in the 100 year floodplain and should be 
reviewed by the building department.  A short EAF was provided and appears to be a 
Type II action.  Chairman Boucher noted there is a powder room on the plan in the 
basement area and feels it is being put there for potential build out to the basement.  
Mr. Mann stated they could not fit the bathroom on the main floor and they tried to limit 
the size of the addition with a split level entry.  Member DeAngelis asked if the 
footbridge was on the plan.  Mr. Mann stated the footbridge is noted as possible future 
bridge location.  Member Parise commented that the board should review the 
architectural features of the addition and make sure it blends in with the existing 
building.  Member DeAngelis stated she visited the site and felt it all blended together 
and looks nice. 
 
  



4. 208 Business Center – Site Plan – (201-3-3; 201-3-4; 201-3-7; 201-3-8) 
 Present:  Chris Rainato, PE; Ken Wersted, Creighton Manning; Joe Haspel, Esq. 
 
Engineer Lindsay reviewed this application.  The application began late 2018 and has 
gone through several changes along the way.  Initially this was a 56,160 sf building and 
then added an additional lot and increased the size of the building to 80,500 sf.  The 
building has been changed again due to the uses proposed requiring a larger loading 
area and now the building is proposed to be 72,510 sf.  These changes have had 
impacts on site coverage and parking requirements.  Originally this was classified by the 
Building Inspector as a shopping center.  The applicant appealed this decision at the 
ZBA and the decision was reversed with the ZBA saying this was not a shopping center.  
The ZBA did not say what the use was, but stated it was not a shopping center.  Now 
the project is proceeding as a commercial, multi use building.  The proposed uses listed 
are office and retail.  The retail may include grocery use and will have to be clarified by 
the applicant.  Cart return stalls are still noted in the parking area.  The site plan is listed 
as preliminary and the details for a complete site plan have been deferred by the 
applicant until the access issues with DOT are resolved.  Engineer Lindsay agrees for 
the most part that this is a good approach as the access and traffic are critical issues to 
be resolved before moving forward.  Resolutions with DOT could alter the site 
depending on what is agreed to.  Engineer Lindsay commented on certain movements 
within the Center and Emergency Services had similar comments.  As the plan evolves 
the applicant should consider Engineer Lindsay’s comments as well as the Emergency 
Services comments.  Maneuverability within the site will have to be looked at once DOT 
settles on access.  Some of the issues being deferred by the applicant until access 
issues are resolved involved landscaping, lighting, dumpsters, architectural review and 
water and sewer issues.  Stormwater has not been addressed yet and will be of 
importance for this site and suggested the applicant consider doing a generic initial 
review and consider how they are going to address stormwater.  One other item to be 
considered is the right of way on Gilbert St. Extension.  With many old roads the 
property line goes to the center of the road.  The applicant stated they would move the 
property line back off the road and dedicate that portion back to the Village but they 
don’t want to be penalized in their computation of lot area.  Engineer Lindsay felt 
counsel should opine as to whether they should include the right of way area or not.  
With regards to SEQRA, the action can be classified as Type 1 action.  Planner Fink 
reviewed the application and agreed with Engineer Lindsay that this should be a Type 1 
action and felt that Lead Agency should be recirculated to specifically note this.  Planner 
Fink noted that Lead Agency was already circulated in December 2019 and DEC and 
DOT responded with no objection to the Village PB being Lead Agency, but wanted to 
recirculate to note Type 1 and also to include a potential Federal Agency which may or 
may not be involved at some point even though its not readily apparent one would be at 



this time.  Planner Fink added that in case there were any flaws in the SEQR 
procedures he recommends that the board recirculate for Lead Agency.  Planner Fink 
also discussed various traffic flow solutions including round a bouts and other ideas in 
sync with the comprehensive plan.  Chairman Boucher agrees that the board should 
declare intent to be lead agency again because the original document had the project 
as an unlisted action and needs to be corrected.  Member Parise wanted to clarify for 
the record that this application was never classified under SEQR, but Lead Agency 
needed to be circulated for the sole reason to allow for the applicant to begin 
discussions with DOT.  Without Lead Agency, DOT would not have talked to applicant.  
It was always understood that there was a chance Lead Agency could need to be 
recirculated once the project was developed enough for that, but because of the 
significant traffic issue the project just is not at that point yet.  Member Parise added that 
none of this is going to move forward until DOT signs off on the plans, and then the next 
issue is who is going to pay for any traffic improvements.  Member Parise agreed that a 
DEIS needed to be prepared as well as a scoping session due to the numerous adverse 
impacts and can possibly be a positive declaration.  Member Parise wanted to clarify for 
the record that there was no error on the Lead Agency done last year.  It was always 
assumed this would be a Type 1 but no classification was made until the site plan was 
further progressed, and again, the only reason Lead Agency was done was to allow the 
applicant to progress to the DOT.  There was no error done here.  Attorney Cassidy 
understood. The board agreed that traffic is the major issue which needs to be 
addressed and commented on any improvements coinciding with the comprehensive 
plan.  Chairman Boucher added that there are many other projects in the surrounding 
the area which would impact the traffic at this intersection and need to be considered.  
Engineer Wersted noted that the November letter from Kimley Horn addressed all of the 
concerns the board just raised regarding traffic and the comprehensive plan.  The board 
discussed round a bouts and reminded the board that this concept was already 
reviewed and due to the Mobil Station is not feasible.  The concept progressed in more 
detail was agreed by the board that it worked much better and has been on the table for 
11 months now.  The concept progressed is to make the current slip way a two way 
road.  Engineer Wersted also noted that the studies being conducted and discussed at 
planning board meetings over the last year or so have included all of the other projects 
mentioned by the Chairman as well as some others the board did not include.  All of the 
items brought up by the board and the Planner are accurate, but reminded the board 
that the traffic consultants, both himself and Kimley Horn, have been discussing this 
with the board for over a year.  Engineer Connell stated that comments have been 
provided since last November.  Since then the plans have changed due to DOT’s 
involvement, trying to get the triangle design to work.  The triangle is an alternative to a 
round a bout as there is not enough land to accommodate a round a bout.  The latest 
comments show she is satisfied with the applicant’s submission from September which 



included the additional developments including Threetel, Schunnemunk, Clovewood, 
424 North Main as well as potential additional 5% growth on top of that.  Funding is a 
big question, who is going to pay for these improvements, and also DOT has the final 
say on the configuration.  Engineer Wersted felt they moved from a point of not knowing 
what would work to being 75-80% satisfied with the layout and ready to run the layout 
by DOT.  Engineer Connell reminded the board that various alternatives were looked at 
including ones which were based on the comprehensive plan.  Member Parise asked if 
the Police Department’s response was addressed.  Engineer Wersted received the 
Monroe PD response as well as Monroe Ambulance.  Chairman Boucher felt the most 
important thing to do was to review Planner Fink’s resolution and establish Lead 
Agency.   
 
5. Shop Rite – Amended Site Plan (203-2-5) 
 Present:  Tony Giuliani, PE, The Lauro Group; Susan Sassoon, Architect 
 
Engineer O’Rourke noted this submission is for a new cooler at the rear of the building 
and some adjustments in the front of the building for some ADA compliance and minor 
façade changes.  This is a Type 2 under SEQR and no further action is required.  
Orange County 239 comments came back local determination.  Member Karlich asked if 
there would be a new sign and modernization to the front of the building?  Architect 
Sassoon stated no new sign or changes to the front of the building are proposed other 
than the addition of a few more doors.  Member Karlich asked why the Monroe store 
was never modernized or updated.  All of the other Shop Rites get new updates but this 
store does not.  There was going to be shop at home but now that isn’t happening 
either.  Architect Sassoon stated it was all about money. 
 
6. Brixmor (Shop Rite Plaza) – Special Use Permit Renewal (203-2-5) 
 Present:  Ronald Kossar, Esq.; Larry Pope, Brixmor 
 
Chairman Boucher commented about broken curbing in the parking lot and saw the rock 
wall was collapsing.  Mr. Pope noted that he was advised of the section of gabion wall 
and would be repairing it this week.  Member Parise commented there was a crooked 
tree near the satellite stores.  It was explained to Member Parise that the ground is 
sloped but the tree is sturdy and secure and very much alive.  Attorney Cassidy will 
draw up a draft resolution for the board to review. 
 
Other Business: 
 
Engineer O’Rourke discussed 745 Route 17M.  This was a site plan before the board 
several years ago and is now a build building and the owner is looking to expand the 



square footage on the top floor.  Building Inspector Cocks gave an interpretation and 
the applicant went to the ZBA and the interpretation was upheld.  The applicant then 
received a variance to allow the use of the 3rd floor and the ZBA directed the applicant 
to apply to the planning board for site plan review. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
On a motion made by Member Parise and seconded by Member DeAngelis it was 
unanimously Resolved that there being no further business, the Meeting be 
adjourned.  The meeting was adjourned at 9:55 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


